
December 3 ,  1990 

Ht. Jontth2n Jones, P.E. 
URICM W7ER EWINEERS 
2490 Y. 26th Avenue, Sufts IOOA 
Denver, CO 80211 

Re: B romf te l d  - Rocky Flats Issues 
Intplementttfon o f  DOE Corrrrritment 
Rm NO. 0331.042.02 

Dear Itr. 3ones: 

Thls  letter 3s in reference t o  the 11/19/90 meeting among Messrs. Jones, 
Fetguson, McGrogor, and Schmidt held a t  your off icd,  
letter i s  t o  c l a r t f y  c e r t a i n  points and provide response t o  some questions 
which I was unable t o  adequately address a t  the meeting. 

1- Stream standards: Mr. Gfasser,  Broomfield f : t y  Attorney, infonus me t h a t  
DOE has previously made a comitrnent t o  not request a chznge i n  stream 
classification/strem standards above Grsat Uestarn 2eservoir or Standley 
lake. Uhi le  a change I n  standards i s  not necessari ly  of concern t o  the 
C i t i e s ,  Colorado Oept. of Health and EPA apparent ly  are o7posed t o  S u c h  
changes. If there fs now some tnought of changing t n i s  coinmitment, the 
chance shou'ld be processed w i t h  the s a w  group whfch m d e  the f n f t j a l  
decision. 

The purpose o f  this 

2 .  UtiJity o f  GVR: 
u l t h o u t  changlng strcam classifications above GWR, there would be 1 imited 
opportunfty t o  effectlvely i n t e g r a t e  GVR operation w4th cther on-sfte 
water quality contra1 plans f s w h  as D3:'s Q t i o n  J>. Aga in,  Mr. G'lasser 
informs me that  integration o f  CUR tnto the Waste Management Plan Was 
something DOE would avo id;  i . e . ,  DOE did not  want to ,  i n  effect,  c r e a t e  a 
'Pond B-6" problem. That declsfon was a l s o  made in t h e  0F:ion Rev iew 
Group and tny desired changes to that decision should be caae by that 

A t  the 11/19/30  meeting UWE expressed concern that, 

group. 

3, Ornership and operation of GWR: 
and operate  6UR a f t e r  Brooxfjeld 's  new water supply i s  f n - p l a c e .  However, 
realizing t ha t  ownership o f  GdR by WE is perhaps unacceptable. Brownfield 
would be willing t o  retain ounership 2nd perhaps operats  t h e  retorvcfr, 
provided the ME indemnify Broornfiejd a g a l n s t  any present and future 
contamination o f  the r e s e r v o i r .  
Bromfjeld has reuuested that WC prepare a prel tminary reservoir 
o p r a t  1 an-p-kmar-pa* t i q ~  ipmanttttorr ,: optim-Er 

Broomfield's preference is that DOE own 

kith r e s p e t t  t o  r e s e r v o i r  operation, 

~- ~~ 

4. S ta tu s  o f  R M :  RMC has been retained by the City of  Broomfield t o  provide 
cngineerfng services in two bas ic  arenas: 
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a-  lechnfcal assistance t o  Mr. Classer i n  r e l a t i o n  to the  grant process 
and coordination w i t h  WE regarding the Option B concept; t h i s  
encompasses cansiderations of both t h e  Standley lake Prcject and the 
GYR Rep7 a c m n t  Project. 

b .  Implementation of the GWR Replacement P r o j e c t ,  and r e l a t e d  
coordination utth DOE, as r e l a t e s  t o  physical pro jec t  components; 
Leonard Rice Consul ttng Uater Engineers s s  providing services related 
t o  water rights considerations. 

RMC has not yet been retained by the City of Westmlnster t o  p rov ide  
services r e l a t e d  t o  actual  lmplementatlon of the S t a n d l e y  Lake Project. 

5. Mater Rights: Procurement of water rights (if any addft fonal  water r ights  
are needed) for operatlon of GWR (after  it i s  no l o n g e r  used as B public  
water supply) i s  not included I n  Option B c o s t  estimates, A l s o ,  future 
GWR operatlon cost 4s no t  included in Option B cost os;linates. 

Tt i s  my understanding f r c m  M r .  Glasser that  
tbe decision has previously beon made t o  ircplement Option 6, essentially 
as descrfbed jn WC's Technical Memorandum d a t e d  10/30/90. Therefore, it 
would not S t e m  p r o d u c t i v e  to diss ipate our energies to revisit the o v e r a l l  
project  concepts and components. Instead, I view the t a sk  at hand being 
t o  proceed to construction per the agreed upon Option 8 p l a n  and ccst 
estimates. 
fm conceptual desfgn t o  constructlon, but would not involve re- 
evaluation of overall project concepts. 

Please contact me t o  discuss any o f  the above. 
contrary to  WE'S understrndlng or direction from EG8G, we shouid probably 
met w i t h  Mr. Glasser and Mr. Bob Nelson t o  c lezr  up any questions. 

S I  ncerel y , 

I 
6. Option B Project Cornpanants: 

This involves refinements normally encountered  fn proceeding 

I f  any o f  the above i s  

ROCKY HWNTRIN CONF'JLTANTS, I N C ,  

I.. Stephen S c h l d t ,  P.E. 
Project Manager 


